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FOREWORD

The Presidio of Monterey Field Unit has the primary mission of conduct.ing
research to improve the quaiity of Army training to better fulfill unit mission
requirements. This includes training in both foreign language and MOS skills.

Several reports, including the Presidential Commission Report (1979) and
the 1982 General Accounting Office (GAO) report titled "Weaknesses in the.
Resident Language Training System of Defense Language Institute Affect the
Quality of Trained Linguists™ have suggested the need to improve the training
soldiers require to perform their jobs.

Commanders and other supervisors in the field have stated that many soldiers
arriving at their first field assignment following school training are not able
to adequately perform their duties without on-the-job training. In additiom,
trainee attrition rates at the Defense Language Institute alone are at a 15 to
20% level (DLI Annual Program Review, March 1987). Such attrition results in a
significant loss of investmen: to the Army.

This is the first of a series of reports on the Language Skill Change
Project that attempt to document the nature and change of language skill levels
d over time; language and MOS use in the field; and identify factors that may
help predict language and MOS training success.

This research effort supports Task 324--Training Technology for Military
Intelligence Linguists. The tasking and sponsorship are identified in the
Letter of Agreement titled "Foreign Language Skill Change Research Project,”
which was signed on 24 February 1986.

A briefing on the findings contained in this report and the status of the
project have been provided to U.S. Army Intelligence Center and School (USAICS)
(Assistant Deputy Commander, USAICS; Commander, U.S. Army Intelligence Training
Battalion (USAITB)~-November 1987), Department of the Army, Military Personnel
Center (Chief, Languag~ Management Branch--November 1987), the Office of the
Depu.y Chief of Staff for Intelligence (Army Language Management Office, November
1987), and the Defense Language Institute (Research Division, Novembe: 1987).
Copies of the dreft report were also provided to Forces Command, the Training
and Doctrine Command, the National Guard Bureau, and the Army Reserve Pevrsonnel
Center. Respondents accepted the findings of this report, agreed to the value
of the data currently collected and the data planned for collection, and belicved
that the project was on track and in line with meeting its objectives.
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EDGAR M. JOHNSON
Technical Director
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THE LANGUAGE 3KILL CHANGE PROJECT (LSCP): BACKGROUND, PROCEDURES, AND
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Requirement:

The U.S: Army Intelligence Center and School (USAICS), the Defense Language
Institute (DLI), and the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence
(ODCSINT) are among several agencies requesting an evaluation of foreign lan-
guage skill ~hange over time. To accomplish this evaluation, the Army Research
Institute (AR)) began collecting data in February 1986. Data collection will
continue over approximately 4 yesrs--the span of a soldier's career.

Procedure:

The project includes 1,303 soldiers who took the initial (time-ore) test
battery administered st the start of their basic language course of instruction
at DLI. The sample is comprised of the following: Soldiers attending DLI in
the basic German, Korean, Russian, or Spanish language courses, and who either
currently hold the Military Occupational Specialties (MOS) of 97B, 97E, 98C, or
98G, or are expected to receive training in these MOS. The study will also in-
clude data on approximateiy 150 "by-passes,” soldiers who enter the service
with adequate foreign language skills in o~e of the four target languages, by-
pass language training at DLI, and attend AT lu one oI the target MOS.

o g gs &

Several affective, cognitive, and demographic variables (liographic data
are considered a subcategory under demographics for the nurposes of this project)
have been identified as potential factors influenciig success in foreign language
training and skill retention. The Defense Langrage Proficieacy Test ITI (DLPT
I11) is the criterion measure used to identify chaniges in language skills.
Additional criteria measures on which data are collected include academic data
at the DLI and the AIT-MOS schools and supervisor ratings at field assignments.
Instruments used to collect data on these variables are adwinistered at pre-~
scribed intervals: (a) the day language training begins, (b) after 12 weeks,

(c) at graduation from DLI, (d) at graduation from AlT, (e) at 9-month inter-
vals in the field, and (f) whenever a soldier academically or =Zainistratively
attrits from the project.

Findings:

Current findings are limited to partial attrition data collected during
language training at DLI. Due to the necessity of determining the interactive
effects between variables, as well as their individusl value in predicting
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training success, the analyses of the study variables will be discussed in the
subsequent repcrts on this project.

The attrition rate of the target population at DLI is 21.4%. This rate is

expected to increase slightly because one-fourth of the students are still in
class.

Missing data are expected to increase while students are at their MOS-
producing schcol and during their field assignments.

Utilization of Findings:

This report will emphasize a description of the project objectives, data
collection procedures, and the instrumentaiion used. The discussion of attri-
tion findings is provided to emphasize the value of the study in determining
factors that influence language training success, and to examine the causes of
the variability of attrition among languages and MOS.

viitl
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The Language Skill Change Project: Background, Procedures,
and Preliminary Findings

INTRODUCTION

The Army iz concerned about provicding adequate training for
soldiers to perform their jobs in the i1ield. Each year it spends
millions of dollars training soldiers tu perform specific duties
at their field assignment. A 1982 General Accounting Office (GAO)
report discusses the need to improve training for soldiers to
adequately do their job. Numerous anecdotal comments from the
field have cited cases where soldiers have not adequately
acquired the skills needed to perform their duties or have lost
their skills. However, the Army has little or no documentation to
support comments from the field on training effectiveness or on
maintenance training. A language needs assessment (/,NA) was
conducted prior to the start of this project. The findings, tased
upon input from subject matter experts (SMEs) in the four target
MOSs (97B, 97E, 98C, and 98G) found language requirements for MOS
skill level 1 were higher than the basic course language
graduation requirements at DLI (Office of the Deputy Chief of
Staff{ for Intelligence Information Paper, 6 Aug 1985, and
Memorandum for Record dated . Dec 1985). Another study has
concluded that the Defense Language Institute (DLI) does not
provide gufficient training in special vocabulary areas required
in a majority of Army Military Intel)igence (MI) linguist
pogsitions (MANTECH International Corporation, 1986). Without
adequate documentation identifying the extent and nature cf skill
changes a clear description of the problem iz difficult and
gsolutions are harder %o justify.

The Army also invests training dollars in goldiers who are
unable to complete their prescribed training. Approximately 21%
of the soldiers in this study have attrited prior to the
completion of their language train.ng according to the project’'s
own estimates (the DLI Annual Program Review, 1987 cites overall
figures between 15% and 20X for the target languages of this
project - German, Korean, Russian, and Spanish). These estimates
combined with AIT attrition rates of approximately 5-10% as
furnished by W.L. Pasqualini (Department of the Army, Military
Personnel Center [DA, MILPERCEN], persona! cs.munication,
February, 1987) indicate a posgsible need to furilhiar assaess
goldiers prior tc placement in a specific training program., and
perhaps provide some other form of asgistance to enhance training
guCcess.

Thase training interests served as the impaius for this
research effort by the Armv Research Institute to identify and
document factorzs affecting training and skill retention in

1
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selected languages a1d MOSs, and factors affecting performance in
the field.

Findings from this research may suggest further evaluation of
selected instruments used to screen personnel prior to their

enrollment in a language or military occupational specialty (MOS)
program of instruction. Findings and recommendations concerning
maintenance training are expected to assist unit training
programs in the field. Information from this research efiort will
also benefit agencies which send personnel to language and/or MOS
training (or other advanced individual training [AIT] ).

The following figures are provided to respresent the status
of the study participants thru October, 1987. 0f the 1,903
soldiers who started in the project, 389 are at field
asgignments. The remainder are still in training at DLI or AIT,
or have attrited. At the end of data collection, first quarter of
FY 89, complete data sets are expected on approximately 1,000
participants. The remaining will have attrited or been lost.

Background

The concept of this project began in 1983 with a need
described by ARI and concurred with by the United States Army
Intelligence Center and School (USAICS) and the Defense Language
Institute (DLI). This led to an initial plan for research in the
areas of language skill loss, learning strategies, and
maintenance training. Thig initial plan is further described in a
draft Research and Measurement Plan for Language Skill Change
Study, Phase 1 (dated January 1985). In September 1985 ARI, DLI,
the United States Army Intelligence Center and School (USAICS),
the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence
([ODCSINT]), formerly called the Office of the Assistance Chief of
Staff for Intelligence [OACSI])), D.A. MILPERCEN, and the National
Security Agency (NSA) established a Project Advisory Group (PAG),
chaired by USAICS. This group further defined the project
objectives.

In February, 1986 the Letter of Agreement between USAICS,
ARI, DLI, D.A. MILPERCEN, the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Intelligencae (ODCSINT), and the Defense Manpower Data Center
({DMDC) was finalized (see Appendix A). Since that time additional
agencies including the Forces Command (FORSCOM), National Guard
Bureau (NGB), the National Security Agency (NSA), the Soldier
Support Center (SSC), and the Reserve Command (RC) have become
involved in supporting the project and have contributed questions
to be angwered by the data collected.
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Purpose

The purpose of this project is to evaluate language skill
vraining and change over a period of approximately four years of
a soldier’s career. Considered in this evaluation are numerous
factors which may influence success in foreign language training,
MOS training, and job performance in the field. These factors
include selected personality traits, cognitive skills, cognitive
styles, biographic information, motivation factors, soldier
attitudes, performance evaluations, and training utilization.

The purpose of this paper, the first in a series of reports
on this project, is to provide information on the research
concept, the data collection procedures, the variables and the
associated instruments used in the data collection. The analyses
are limited to group differences based upon data collected
immediately prior to the start of a soldier’s language training
at DLI (time-one data). This limitation is due to the lack of
complete time-one data and the sparsity of data at subsequent
data collection intervals.

Research Objectives

The research effort has three broadly defined objectives
which support the purpose of this study. One is to determine
what changes, and how much, if any, occur in foreign language
proficiency following initial foreign language training at DLI.
The identification of changes in language skills is also
conducted on individuals who enter the Army with sufficient
foreign language skills,! by-pass language training at DLI, and
attend an AJT-MOS producing school. These individuals are
hereafter identified as ‘by-passes’ (only those ‘by-passes® with
a language skill in one of the four target languages, and attend
MOS training in one of the four target MOSs, are included in the
project sample). This objective, determining language skill
changes over time, will provide the Army and its schools a better
understanding of what happens to a soldier's skills after initial
training so that training activities can be better matched with
job requirements.

T To be considered a linguist by the Department of the Army and
to by-pass a basic language course of instruction an individual
must achieve a minimum foreign language skill level of 2 in
listening and a 2 in reading on the DLPT I11I. The LLPT III is
administered to new recruits who identify themselves as having a
foreign language proficiency.

ELhMmGxﬂmmﬂEﬁ&ﬁNQx¢ﬁHQGEﬂﬁ&ﬁWmmQ&Kﬁ&&ﬁmﬁmﬁﬂﬁﬁKﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁhﬁﬁﬁJﬁégﬂﬁiﬁﬁiﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁéﬁmﬁfﬂﬂﬁtTﬁ



The second objective iz to determine which factors are best
able to predict the direction and extent of any changes in
language proficiency. Knowing the factors which most likely
affect a change to, or maintenance of, a language skill will
provide unit commanders and trainers with information that will
help them develop and maintain their linguists' capability.

The third objective is to determine the relationship between
general language proficiency z2r. ‘erformance on the job. The
accomplishment of this objective will provide information on
language specific skills, by MOS, required in the field so that
the appropriate training can be conducted to better meet the job
skills identified.

Additional . :search findings, based upon data expected from
the ingtruments used in the study, will address the following
points: Determining the extent measured language proficiency can
be used to predict a soldier’'s performance in any subsequent
language training (such as learning specialized military
vocabulary) or maintenance training, MOS training, and in the
field. Achieving this objective will assist the Military Entrance
Processing Stations (MEPS) and Army schools screen soldiers
accrding to their abilities more effectively thereby reducing
tra aing attrition rates and providing a better trained soldier
to perform his/her duties in the field. The identification of job
specific tasks that require a language skill. This will provide
language and MOS trainers with information on type and amount of
language skill required in the field; the determination of task
utilization by MOS will provide trainers with information to
better match school training and field requirements. Together,
they will provide information useful to assignment branches in
establishing language and MOS requirements in the field. Data on
the availability and use of maintenance training programs and
materials will provide information to make comparisons of
effective or ineffective programs in the field so that the
effective programs can be modeled where possible.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Throughout the first year of the project various agencies
have contributed questions that can be addressed within the scope
of the project and the instruments that have been developed.
These questions as well as the initial research questions planned
for this study are provided in the following sections. Because of
the resources expended in this project every reasonable effort
has been made to accommodate Army interests. Each question has
been reviewed in terms of its appropriateness to the scope of the
project, its orderly addition to current instruments prepared but
not yet fielded, and its dollar cost to the Government. Thke
degree to which the aforementioned objectives and the following
questions can be adequately addressed is clearly dependent upon
the quality of the instruments and the associated responses.
Additional research may be required to clarify initial or
preliminary findings.

Initial Research Questions

A number of research questions have been developed as the
basis for the data collected for this project. The questions are
phrased in general terms for each of the variabies for which data
is collected. Subsequent LSCP reports on complete sets of data
will provide findings addressing each of the variables identified
in the following paragraphs and described in the Instrumentation
Saction of the Method Chapter.

The project focuses on the question of what happens to a
soidier’'s language skills, and to a lesser extent his/her MOS
skills as related to language use, after initial .ianguage
training, or for °“by-pagsses’, after DLPT testing at the MEPS.
Analyses of DLPT results will provide an estimation of the amount
and direction of change, if any, at the various data collection
intervals. An assessment by the soldier’'s supervisor in the field
will provide a performance measure of the soldier’'s MOS tasks,
especially those that are language related.

A basic assumption in this project is that not all soldiers
will be equally successful in learning their target language and
MOS. Analyses providing evidence as to why some soldiers learn
better than others is based upon demographic information
cognitive and cognitive style measures, affective and
motivational measures. Academic performance data will provide
additional information as to why soldiers perform certain tasks
better than others in the field.

0f equal importance to knowing why some soldiers learn
language and MOS skills better than others is providing
information as to why some soldiers maintain their skills better

5
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than others. Asking similar questions at different points in time
will provide answers about behaviors which may affect the
maintenance of language and MOS trained skills.

TP BT ) e

[ Specific Agency Questions

The following list of questions is expectec to increase
throughout the duration of this project. In fact, ccntinued
progress reports and briefings of findings are expected to
generate new questions and a variety of statistical analyses to
answer those questions. Efforts will continue to address new
issues within the scope of this research effort. Several agencies
have the same interests in the various findings expected from
this project.

The U.S Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) has an owverall intereast
in the use and effectiveness of maintenance/sustainment/refresher
training in units (these three terms are considered synonymous
for purposes of this project). This information includes the
availability and use of various types of non-resident (post-DLI)
training material, unit training programs, and self-help
activities. Specific questions address: Tbz lowest proficiency
level at which job specific language tasks can be conducted;
differences in training requirements between tacticai and
strategic job assignments; and the minimum number of hours of
training or practice required to maintain a level 2 proficiency.?
Other questions address characteristics of effective unit
training programs, comparisons of classroom training and training
in the field, the use and effectiveress of self-paced or self-
instructional non-resident language training materials, and the
local unit command emphasis on language maintenance.

The U.S. Army Intelligence Cen‘er and School (USAICS) wants
to know what the relationship is between school training and
field requirements - are soldiers working in their MOS ?

2 A level 2 proficiency is the language skill level DLI trains
individuals up to in the basic language courses. This skill level
is most simply described as ‘able to satisfy routine social
demands and limited work requirements’ (AR 611-6, 16 October
1985). This level 2 desgcription is applicadble to each language
gskill mecasured in this project - listenng, reading, and
speaking. The fourth language skill, writing, is also described
but not included in this project because it is not currently
measured with any instrument to include the DLPT. AR 611-6 also
provides a detailed description of all five skill levels. AR 350-
20 is another source of information on the description and use of
language skill levels.
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Are they employing the tasks trained in at AIT ? What are
soldiers’' opinions of the effectiveness of their AIT MOS and any
other AIT training ? What recomme..dations do soldiers have for
improving AIT training ? And what type and amount of language and
language related MOS maintenance training do soldiers receive ?
How effective is it, and how much does the training vary between
units ?

Soldiers identified as ‘by-pagses® were included in this
project at the requast of USAICS. The addition of this type of
linguist (versus DLI trained linguists) will provide a second
group of linguists with a different source of language training
with which to compare initial skill entry levels to AIT MOS
schools and field assignments, language skill level sustainment
rates, training success at AIT, and job performance at field
assignments. The same testing procedures are used for both
populations at AIT and in the field. Background information
similar to that for the population trained at DLI is also
collected. Additional information is collected on the “by-pass®
about the source of his/her language training.

Many of DLI's questions deal with issues already identified,
such as maintenance training, and the availability and use of
non-resident training materials. Other specific interests
include: Soldiers' evaluations of hocw well DLI training prepared
them for follow-on training at AIT and their field assignments;
the amount of time soldiers spend on casual status between
training cycles, and between training cycles and field
assignments; the type and amount of training, if any, they
received or had available during these periods of casual status;
attrition rates by language and by MOS; the times at which
soldiers ‘attrit®, are dropped, from their course of instruction;
the factors that affect attrition; the language learning
thresholds for the type and amount of training received; intra-
learner effects on language training success; and profiles of
successful language learners and the variability of these
profiles across languages and MOSs. The {ocus on which variables
best predict training success is a reenlt of DLI's interests in
language training, USAICS's interests in AIT MOS training, and
the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel’'s (ODCSPER)
specific interest in a comparison of the DLAB and ASVAB as
predictors of language training success.

) Major commands (MACOMs), such as United States Army Europe
(USAREUR) also share questions of interest with the Training and
ﬁ Doctrine Command (TRADOC) schools (discussed under USAICS and
DLI), especiaily in the areas of: proficiency levels at which job
specific language can be introduced into a training program; the
types and differences of training needs in tactical anc strategic
units; types and durationa of maintenance training; training
program structure, including the use of blocks of time with
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intervals or whether maintenance training should be continuous;
if intervals are used, the optimum length of the intervals with
minimum skill loss; the effect of immersion or intensive training
on the maintenance of levels of proficiency; the availability,
use, and effectiveness of self-paced or self-instructional
materials; the amount, and level, of command emphasis on
mainterance training (evaluated in part by the number of hours a
unit requires a soldier to participate in maintenance training);
and the factors which best predict success on the job.

The National Guard Bureau and the Resgerve Component have
many of the same training interests as the active Army
| components. In addition, the Guard has identified one of their
‘ units as havinji a particularly eifective language training and
maintenance program which it would like to profile and emulate in
newly formed Combat Electronic Warfare Intelligence (CEWI) units.
Maintenance training is of particular interest to the Reserves
because the extended length of service of personnel and the parbt-
time availability of the soldiers to the unit results in less
opportunity to train extending the time over which skills can
decay.
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METHOD

Subjects

The research sample consists of Army National Guard, Army
Reserve, and Regular Army enlisted personnel. Most of the
soldiers are Regular Army (n = 1,743), with some Reservists (n =
1:4), and only a few from the National Guard (n = 16). Of the
1,903 soldicers who began training at DLI and received the first
administration of LSCP instruments, 429 were E-lsg, 246 were E-2s,
504 were E-3s, 335 were E-4s, 298 were E-5s8, 68 were E-6s, 21
were E-7s, and 1 was an E-8. Army enlisted persor.nel were
selected because they comprise the largest language training
l investment of resources by the Army. Most of the sample is
comprised of the junior enlisted grades because most basic
language training occurs early in a soldier’'s initial military
enlistment, and most language training is conducted at the basic
course level. (The study continues to track those soldiers from
the research sample who go from a basic language course into an
intermediate and/or advanced language course. Data on these

soldiers is expected to provide additional information on the
k effectiveness of predictors of language training success
; especially the durability of predicting language training success
over time and at training levels beyond the basic course of
language instruction.)

The participants are also selected on the basis of MOS. They
must have a primary MOS of 97B, 97E, 68C, or 98G, or be scheduled
for training in one of these four MOSs. The sample of 1,903
consists of 70 soldiers who were or were gcheduled to become
97Bs, 177 in the 97E MOS, 332 in the 98C MOS, and 1324 in the 98G
MOS. The MOSs were selected because (a) tracking and testing
soldiers is easier to effect when they are in the same branch of
Service, Military Intelligence, (b) they represented the Human
Intelligence (97B, 97E) and Signal Intelligence fields (98C,
98G) . These four MOSs collectively use all three language skills
measured by the DLPT. Individually, the MOSs represent different
emphaseg among the primary language skills taught, used, and
tested in the military - listening, reading, and speaking, i.e.
97Bg tena to use speaking and listening skills, 97Es use all
three skills, 98Cs emphasize reading and listening skills, and
98Gs emphasize listening skills. The writing gkill is not taught
and evaluated by DLI as are the three other skills. Therefore,
data iz not collected on this language skill for this project,
and (c) the four MOSs collectively represent the largest clusater
of Army linguists.
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It should be noted that attendance at the MOS producing
schools, and retention as a participant in the project, is not
necessarily contingent upon the successful completion of language
training at DLI. An example is a soldier scheduled to attend a
non-language-dependent MOS (such as the 97B and 98C MOSs) who
attrits at DLI for academic reasons and goes on to his/her
scheduled MOS training. The second example is the soldier in a
language-dependent MOS (97E and 98G MOSs) who attrits at DLI and
attends AIT training in the 97B or 98C MOSs non-language-
dependent MOSs.

Another selection criterion for soldiers participating in
this project is the foreign language in which they are scheduled
to receive training. The student must be scheduled to take a
basic language training course (versus an intermediate or an
advanced course) in either German, Korean, Spanish, or Russian.
The ‘otal sample size, by language, is as follows: 303 students
in Spanish, 415 in German, 395 in Korean, and 790 in Russian.
Each of the four languages represents a different level of
language learning difficulty for American English speakers. The
Spanish is a Category I language considered the easiest category
of languages to learn. German is a Category II language in terms
of difficulty, Russian is in Category II11, and Korean is in the
most difficult language category, Category IV. (The DLI Master
Schedule of Training for fiscal year [FY] 87 provides further
information on the language categories.) These languages were
selected over other languages in their respective categories
because they have the largest number of trainees, by language, in
each category.

The °"by-passes’ that are being identified for inclusion in
this project but not in this report (because of their recent
addition to the study and therefore sparsity of data) are
selected by the same criteria used for the sample jusi described
(soldiers who received their language training at DLI). The
differences between the two samples area that the “by-passes’
received their language training from a source(s) other than DLI,
and none will have previously attended AIT in any of the four
target MOSs prior to their language training.

Design

Data is collected over an approximately four-year period to
measure the changes, if any, in language skill and to identify
the factors most likely affecting the changes at each measurement
point. There are a total of eight routine measurement points in
time when information is collected on the participants: At the
beginning of DLI training (also identified as time-one), after
twelve weeks (time-two), at the end of DLI training (time-three),
at the end of AIT (time-four), and at 9 (time-five), 18 (time-
six), 27 (time-seven), and 36 (time-eight) month intervals in the
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field. An individual's estimated time of separation (ETS) date
prior to their 36 month test period will be used as their last
measurement point.

A time-series research design, as described by Campbell and
Stanley (1963), will be used to measure changes in language skill
levels over time. As noted by Tuckman (1978), the time-series
design does not control for history as well as a true
experimental design. However, it does help the researcher
interpret the exten’. to which history, influences that occur
between testing events, creates additional effects not otherwise
controlled and is, therefore, more adequate than alternative
gsingle-group designs.

Causal modelling (or path analysis) will be used to identify
the variables that most likely affect the changes in language
skill levels. A co-relational desgign is an ex post facto approach
used to measure the relationship among the variables that have
naturally occurred rather than trying to control the various
effects between applications of the criterion measure (the
administration of the DLPT at the various time intervals).
Becauge the treatment is included by selection rather than
manipulation it is not always possible to assume a causal
relationship between variables. Though not always necessary in a
co-relational design, correlational analysis of the data will be
used for both establishing the relationship among variables as
well as comparing the predictor variables with the criterion
measure. If the correlations show no relationships then no
further analyses are required. If a relationship ig indicated
then further research can be designed to employ a treatment under
experimental control.

Instrumentation

There are a variety of survey instruments, measurement
ingstruments, and historical records used in the data collection
process during the four year span of this project. Each
instrument is designed to collect certain data at specific times
during a soldier’s language and MOS training and during his/her
field assignment. The information being collected jincludes
demographic data (which includes biographical information as a
sub-category), cognitive data (which includes zognitive style
characteristics), and measures of affective traits (comprised of
attitude and motivation factors) that have been found to have a
potential, if not actual, effect on an individual's success in
learning a foreign language. Findings from the analyses of these
data may justify their use by the Army as part of the screening
process to match soldiers’ aptitudes with training and field
requirements. A more effective screening process could have the
immediate effect of reducing attrition. (Attrition rates reported
in DLI's Annual Program Review dated 24 March 1987 for FY86
averaged between 15-20%. These figures are further supporticd by

11

L e e it el g At g bty iy 6 Q) L) TG LGEaT gkl e Cf RyH] Tl LR R AU T] Gl Nl STl e i Th W 5y W B T e Aie® Fig Phe Te: e Ty Py



r’ﬂ D PNE N B W IR WEERS " o A B AL WA ol Vs N TR

+ SN FEETLE TR AR S TR, BRSNS TSRS R WA r—

the preliminary attrition findings of the target population of
LSCP project [21.4%] and discussed in the chapter titled
‘Preliminary Analyses® of this report.) The data collected during

training may be found useful by trainers in monitoring student
progress and providing assistance as may be necessary to

successfully complete a course of study. Data collected in the
field is expected to provide unit commanders with information
that will help maintain their soldier's MOS skills, and language
gkills in the case where a soldier is in a language independent
MOS (97E and 98C).

Data is also collected on the MOS and language skills used on
the job with a Language Use Questionnaire- Field (see Appendix B)
filled out by the soldier, and with a Language Use Questionnaire-
Supervisor (see Appendix C) filled out by the soldier's immediate
supervisor. These instruments focus on the MOS tasks from the
Soldier's Manual for each of the four MOSs. The soldier is asked
to list the amount of time spent on each task and what, if any,
language skills are used. The supervisor is asked tc rate the
soldier on a matched list of tasks. Other questions deal with
maintenance training and effectiveness of AIT training in meeting
job requirements.

A series of repeated measures of language proficiency - the
listening, reading. and speaking tests of the Defense Language
Proficiency Test (DLPT) - are administered at various times
during the four year period. These are administered at the
completion of DLI training or at the MEPS for the °"bypasses’, at
the end of AIT, and at nine- month increments in the field. The
first administration is the criterion against which the
subsequent measures of language skills are compared. These
comparigons will provide measures of change over time in language
skills. A limited amount of academic performance data will be
collected from the language and MOS gchoolgs to identify attrition
patterns as well as to identify variables that may affect more
specific performance measures than acquired by the DLPT.

The inclusion of the broad range of variables on which data
is collacted for this project is based upon research identifying
variables that have been found to facilitate learning. Dansereau
(1978), Rubin (1981), and Gagne and Dick (1982), and Bush
(unpublished manuscript) provide further readings on factors
influencing learning. A review of the literature supporting the
collection of data on a variety of factors is provided in the
following paragraphs.

Biographical Data. Several biographical (or background) variables
have been identified for collection for the purposes o!
determining their effect on performance outcomes and, if{ they
have an effect, whother or not the cffect can be consistently
predicted. Theose variables include age, gender, education level,
native language, ethnic origin prior language experiance, prior
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language proficiency, handedness, and language choice. They are
obtained from a Language Background Questionnaire (see Appendix
D). This instrument is administered at the beginning of language
training or, in the case of “by-passes’, when they arrive at
their AIT-MOS school. Other demographic data not identified in
this report may be identified, found useful, and retrieved for
the purposes of this project.

Mutter (unpublished manuscript) and Oxford (1987) have been
an excellent source of background information for many of the
variables identified for data collection in the LSCP effort.
Genesee's work (1978, 1980) discusses the potential effect of age
on learning a foreign language. He has summarized research
arguing both for and against the effect of age on language
learning ability.

Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) reviewed numerous studies on
learning differences by gender. Their findings indicate that
females tend to learn languages better than males because of
their greater social orientation which often leads to higher
frequencies of practice with the language which, in turn, is a
reinforcer of training.

Education level, prior language experience, and prior
language proficiency are three pieces of historical information
gathered from the Language Background Questionnaire (LBQ). This
instrument is administered at the beginning of DLI instruction. A
modified form of the LBQ is administered to ‘by-passes’ at the
beginning of their AIT-MOS training. Study skills may be improved
with higher levels of education. Prior language experience and
depth of knowledge in a language may either help, have no effect,
or interfere with current target language training, depending on
the comparability between languages such as the similarivy
between alphabets of Romance languages may help a person familiar
with French learn Spanish.

An individual's native language, also collected from the
Language Background Questionnaire, and their ethnic origin,
available from the DMDC, are two pieces of information which may
also affect second language learning for the same reason cited
for prior language experience. If a soldier’'s native language is
similar to their target language for training then they may be
more successzful in their language training. This relationszhip may
also exist for the similarity between ethnic origin and the ‘
language targeted for training.

Information on the handedness of an individual is collected
because some research indicates that whether a person is left-
handed, right-handed, or ambidextrous influences his/her success
in learning various typen of material, i.e. left and right-harded
people may not learn a given gat of materials equally well
(Begley, Springen, Katz, Hager, & Jones, 1986). Begley et al.
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(1986) provide a detailed discusiion of the relationships among
handedness, brain functions, and learning abilities.

The biographical data collected on “by-passes” is similar to
those collected on the rest of the target population with two

difference. The first difference s found in the Language
Background Questionnaire "By-passes’ which does not include
questions about DLI training but doesg ask about the source of
their language training. (Appendix E provides a sample of the
background questionnaire for “by-passes’.) The second difference
is that the DLAB isg generally not taken by °“by-passes’ and,
therefore, is not available.

Cognitive Measures. The cognitive (knowledge) measures include
the Defense Language Aptitude Battery (DLAB), raw scores and
compogsite scores on the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude
Battery (ASVAB), the Group Embedded Figures Test, the Flanagan
Industrial Tests for Expression and Memory, and the Watson-Glaser
Critical Thinking test. The cognitive style (how knowledge is
acquired) measures include the Eysenck Personality Inventory,
MAT-50, California Personality Inventory, and the Strategy
Inventory for Language Learning. These measures have been
identified as potentially affecting an individual's success in
learning a foreign language and may, therefore, be useful in
predicting training and job performance. Copies of these
instruments are not provided in the appendix to avoid possible
copyright infringements and the potential compromise of the
instruments.

The DLAB and ASVAB instruments are generally administered at
the military entrance processing station (MEPS) during their in-
processing to the Army and prior to attendance at an AIT school.
The scores are obtained from military porsonnel files and
historical reccords maintained at the Defensec Manpower Data Center
(DMDC) .

Because of the overall attrition rates at DLI (15-20%) data
are collected on the DLAB and ASVAB scores for comparison as
e{factive predictors of language training success. Their
effectiveness as predictors of success will also be compared with
findings from similar analyses of the cognitive and affective
variables discussaed in this and following sections.

The DLAB is the primary measure used to qualify a soldier for
attendance in a language training course at DL (a hearing test
is also used by the services to aid in selection of personnel for
language training. Data is not collected on thiz tost for the
purposeg of the LSCP. Further reading on language selection
criteria is available in AR 350-20, 1% July 1978). However, a 6
May 1586 DLI-SF (Defense Language Instituts - San Francisco
branch) memorandum concluded that the curroent DLAB cutoff! scoresn
had little impact on a soldier's training success. Therefore,
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many of the measures used in this project, to include the DLAB,
will be compared with DLPT scores. These comparisons will be made
as part of the project's effort to determine which, if any, have
high positive correlations with the DLPT, i.e., most likely
predict language training success. None of the measures, with the
exception of the DLAB, have been previously compared with DLI
language training success. Background on the development of the
DLAB is available in a report by Peterson and Al-Haik (1976).

The DLAB, and ASVAB, test batteries are administered to
goldiers prior to attendance at DLI and, in the case of “by-
passes”, the ASVAB is taken prior to attendance at AIT. (The DLAB
is generally not taken by the ‘by-passes’ because they are
certifying their current language skills rather than qualifying
to take a coursgse of language training). Army Regulation (AR) 611-
6, 16 October 1985, describes the Army linguist management
including Army linguist requirements and procedures for
identifying, testing, reporting, evaluating, training, and
asgigning Army linguist personnel.

A minimum score of 100 on the Skilled Technical (ST) aptitude
area of the ASVAB is required to take the DLAB. (The ST score is
comprised of a General Science [GS]), Mathematics Knowledge (MX],
Mechanical Comprehension [MC]. and a Sum of Word Knowledge [WK]
and Paragraph Comprehension [PC) scores identified as Verbal
Expression [(VE).) The minimum ST score requirement to take the
DLAB is the same score uscd to satigfy one of the requirements
for acceptance into most of vhe MOS training programs that
require foreign language skills. If an already available ASVAB
gcore ig a better predictor of language training success than the
PLAB (which is only used for screening linguiat applicants), then
it may not be necesgary for the Army to continue its use of the
DLAB.

Currently, a minimum DLAB score of 89 is required to qualify
soldiers for language training at DLI except for Category I
lJanguages which are considered the casiest to learn and require a
minimum DLAB score of 85 for enrollment. DLAB cutof{ scores for
the target languages in this project are as follows: Spanish
(85), German (90), Russian (95), and Korean (100). (Army needs
may provide exceptions to the minimum cutoff score requirement.)
Language categories are listed and defined in DLIFLC General
Catalog 1986 and AR 611-6.

The Group Embedded Figureszs Test (GEI'T) is a perceptual test.
Scores reflect a person’'s ability to perceptually ‘disembed’
figurea, i.e. to locate and trace geometiric patterns vithin a
larger geometric context. Previous research has found that this
mcasure of perceptu 1 functioning translates into the ability to
keep things separate n experience, which is the construct of
field-dependence-ind: ~ndence (Witkin, 1950). An individual’'s
competancy at perceptual “dizembedding’ has been closely
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associated with competence at “disembedding’ in non-perceptual
problem-solving tasks such as found with language translations
(Witkin, Dyk, Faterson, Goodenough and Karp, 1962; Witkin, Lewis,
Hertzman, Machover, Meissner, and Wapner, 1954). Furthermore,
research by Witkin and Goodenough (1977) suggests that the
greater the attribute of field-independence, the greater the
ability to differentiate in other areas and the better one can
organize information. This attribute of differentiation is used
to determine the relationship, if any, a person’s field-
dependence-independence has on their success in a foreign
language training program, in their AIT-MOS training, and in
their job performance in the field. From these findings, an
evaluation will be made as to the effectiveness of the GEFT as a
predictor of success in various training and field environments.
Further readings on field-dependence-independence may be found in
Goodenough and Karp (1861), and DeFazio (1873).

The Flanagan Industrial Tests for Memory and Expression are
two cognitive measures that give an index of a person’'s memory
ability, and their knowledge of English grammar (grammatical
usage and sentence structure). They are considered general types
of ability tests. The test for memory measures a person’'s
ability to learn and to recall a term associated with an
unfamiliar one. Atkinson (1975) found that this memory test
: employed a cuing technique to recognize a word’'s meaning which
was a learning strategy leading to better retention of the
meaning of foreign words than the usge of rote retention. Levin,
McCormick, Miller, Berry, and Pressley (1982) also found that
this cuing technique was more effective than trying to determine
the meaning of a word in the context of known words within a
sentence. The test f{or expression measures a person’'s feeling for
and knowledge of correct English, and a person’s ability to
convey ideas in writing and talking. Shaycoft (1967) and Findley
(1963) are among researchers who have found these factors to
affect learning success. In addition, research by Thorndike and
Hayes-Roth (1979) has established a positive relationship between
these factors of expression and memory.

The Watson-Glagser Critical Thinking Appraisal, Form A, is
used to obtain measures of some of the attitudes, knowledge, and
abilities involved in critical thinking. The authors (Watson and
Glaser) identified these measures as attitudesz of inquiry
involving an ability to identify problems and a need for evidence
to support what may be true; the knowledge of valid inferences,
abstractions, and generalizations which requires a logical
evaluation of various evidence; and the association with the
employment and application of the aforementioned attitudes and
knowledga. Shipman and Shipman (1985) have found that critical
thinking is an important aspect of overall aptitude. Therefore
the analysis of the data collected on this cognitive mecasure may
also help determine its effectiveness as a predictor of training
success and job performanca.
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Form A of the Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI) provides a
measure of extraversion-introversion, neuroticism-stability, and
a "Lie” score. For the purposes of this study only data on the
extraversion-introversion trait will be analyzed and discussed.
The neuroticism and "Lie’ scores are only analyzed to see if
there is a significant difference among groups because, if so,
the differences would most likely affect differences on other
measures and require additional analyses. The extraversion-
introversion trait was selected because research has found that
success in learning a foreign language is affected by
extraversion (Naiman, Frohlich, & Todesco, 1875). One theory
behind this relationship is that an extravert may be more likely
to seek social situations to use his/her skills than would a more
introverted person. Naiman, Frolich, and Todesco (1975) found
that this behavior also characterized field-dependent individuals
which is a trait more directly measured by the Group Embedded
Figures Test discussed in the following paragraph. This practice
would seem to enhance the acquisition of speaking and listening
skills. The instrument itself uses twenty-four questions for
attaining an extraversion-introversion score. An additional nine
questions are used to detect attempts to falsify responses. These
nine questions comprise the “lie’ scale. A "lie" score of 4 or 5
is considered by the developer of the instrument to be the point
at which the scores of the two other scales should be regarded
with skepticism.

A T

The MAT-50 is a measure of an individuwal's tolerance cf
ambiguity. It is one of the four instruments (the others are the
Eysenck Personality Inventory, Group Embedded Figures Test, and
the California Personality Inventory) which are expected to
provide information on the field-dependence/independence aspects
relevant to second language acquisition and loss. Witkin and
Goodenough (1977) found that field-independent individuals were
more tolerant of ambiguity which was found to be an asset in
learning a second language as noted by Naiman et al. (1975) and
Reiss (1983). Because learning a second language can be an
ambiguous endeavor, an individual’s ability to effectively handle
ambiguity may predict their success in learning a second
language. It is not unreasonable to expect higher correlations,
stronger relationships, with the listening and reading skills
than speaking skills because of the grcater context availabdble
from which to understand what is being said or read than to
generate meaning by speaking. Further correlational analyses
conducted between instruments may find field-dependent
individuals in this project’s target population to be more
empathic and extraverted because of the difference in
interpersonal skills, such as their tolerance of ambiguity.

o =L g e e e e e i B R R S S

The California Personality Inventory (CPI) is used in this
study as a measure of empathy. Findings from Hogan (1969) and
Naiman et al. (1975) suggest that an individual’s ability to
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understand a native speaker’s attitudes and values may help an
individual learn a second language. They also conclude that this
is a characteristic of field dependent individuals. Research by

Guiora, Brannon, and Dull (1971) furcher suggests that empathy,
the act of extending one’s self to take on a new identity with

predictive accuracy (Stotland, 1969), is an important factor in
second language learning. Their study of DLI students found high
correlations between empathy measures and authenticity of
pronunciation.

I T e s

A Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) is used to
determine what learning strategies are useful for learning a
second language. Based upon the research of Oxford (1986), the
SILL was developed for this study to obtain a list of learning
strategies that may be used to enhance an individual’'s success in
learning a foreign language. Oxford (1986) provides two reasons
for the importance of understanding more about learning
strategies. One is that studies indicate that learning strategies
can be improved or modified (Dansereau, 1978; O’'Malley, Russo, &
Chamot, 1983; Weinstein, Schulte, & Cascallar, 1984). Two is that
the use of learning strategies varies between successful and
unsuccessful learning learners (Rubin, 1975; Rubin & Thompson,
1982; Reiss, 1983).

There are two versions of the SILL - a long version and a
short version. The long version includes questions about
] classroom learning strategies and is administered at DLI and AIT
(see Appendix F). The short version, which has no questions about
clagsroom learning strategies, is administered to students in the
field at nine-month intervals (see Appendix G). The most obvious
application of a list of useful learning strategies is for
providing help tc¢ students currently enrolled in a foreign
g language training program. Because the SILL is administered in
the field, a further application could be for the maintenance of
foreign language skills.

.

The SILL (long version) is the only cognitive or cognitive
style measure administered to the “by-passes®. The SILL is
administered because of the potential value of comparing the
strategies “by-passes” use during the limited language training
and/or maintenance training they may receive at an AIT school or
in the field with the DLI trained population. The other cognitive
measures a..e not administered to ‘by-passes® because they are
analyzed for their utility as predictors of training success so
that decisions may be made concerning their use as screening
instruments for various training programs. However, in the case
of "by-passes”, a soldier has brought language skills with
him/her into the Army thereby eliminating a foreign language
screening requirement other than the DLPT, which is used to
certify their skill ievel.

The use of these cognitive measures along with the data

N ™ o™ o A M T TR " Ny " T RN
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collected on language maintenance training and off-duty language
study activities (data collected using the Language Use
Questionnaires for AIT and the field, Appendices O and B
respectively) are intended for use in the identification and
explanation of the relationship between cognitive style and the
accuired, maintained, and/or loss of language proficiency. The
data collected on the MOS will be primarily concerned with field
utilization. Tasks with a potential language application will be
more closely compared, these will generally not include common
soldier tasks.

Attitudinal/Motivational Measures. Extensive research has
supported the relationship between attitude and motivation, and
learning a second language (Smythe, Stennett, and Feenstra, 1972;
Clement, Major, Gardner, and Smythe, 1977; Gardner, Clement,
Smythe, and Smythe, 1979; Gagne and Dick, 1982; Gliksman, Smythe,
and Gardner, 1982; Gardner, Lalonde, and Pierson, 1983). The
importance of this relationship resulted in the decision by ARI
and DLI to adapt thirteen scales considered relevant to language
in the Army for use in the study. The scales are measures of the
following: an integrative orientation which deals with an a
person's interest in taking a foreign language to learn about the
social and cultural aspects of the people; an occupational
orientation concerned with an individual’s motivation toward
their target language for potential job benefits; educational,
and i2chiavellian orientation toward the target language which
deals with taking a foreign language for purposes of gaining
power or control; interest in foreign languages; class anxiety;
language use anxiety; motivational intensity; attitudes toward
learning the target language; attitudes toward the course as a
whole. Student attitudes about the learning situation are

] measured by two scales: Attitudes toward the course materials;

1 and attitudes toward the instructor(s).

The use of these scales vary according to the time in a
soldier’s training that the instrument is administered, i.e. Form
A is administered prior to the start of language training, Form B
after approximately twelve weeks, Form C within two weeks of
graduation, Form E within two weeks of graduation at AIT, and
Form D is administered as soon as possible after a soldier
attrits from either DLI or AIT MOS training. The essential
differences between the Forms are that Form A has scales that
decal with attitudes about the target language before an
individual starts class (see Appendix H), Form B deals with these
same attitudes plus attitudes about the instruction received
after twelve weeks (see Appendix I), Forms C and D have the same
scales as Forms A and B combined and solicit attitudes at
graduation for comparison with attitudes at the beginning and
twelfth week of training (see Appendix J for a copy of Form C,
Form D begins with question 25. The first twenty-four questions
of Form C are deleted from Form D because they deal with future
expectations no longer applicable for the “attritees® that
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complete Form D). Form E uges the game scalegs as Form A with the
addition of the language use anxiety scale (see Appendix K). (A
list of the items comprising each of the scales cross-referenced
with the instruments/forms is provided in Appendix L).

The Personal Outlook Inventory (POI) is designed to acquire
a measure of an individual's self-confidence. The instrument was
developed by Hiller (1974a) and based upon his findings that
self-confidence is important for learning (1974b). Hiller's
research found retention differences between groups with high and
low confidence. Hiller's explanation of the differences was that
students lacking confidence are more likely to give up on tasks
they find difficult. The additional effort of more confident
students enhances retention. Therefore the POl is used in this
study to determine its usefulness as a discriminator between
successful and unsuccessful language learners. If found to show
high correlations between self-confidence and language learning
then it may serve as a screening or counseling tool for language
training candidates and personnel currently enrolled in a
training program. (See Appendix M for a copy of the POI.)

An additional motivation factor used is language choice of
the student, i.e. whether the language they are scheduled to take
at DLI was their first, second, or third choice. It is collected
from DLI student records. Politzer (1987) found that career
choice was important factor in some aspects of language learning
- academic performance and use of the language. In the military,
becoming a linguist is a career choice, at least for a soldier's
current enlistment. Furthermore, Oxford, Nyikos, and Crookall
(1987) found that if a person is taking a language that s/he did
not prefer then they may be less motivated to perform well. "
Therefore, the question of language choice has been included in
the project. The source of thig information is a student record
card filled out upon arrival at DLI.

Only attitude/motivation scales (Form E) are administered to
"by-passes® for essentially the same reasons that the SILL is the
only cognitive measure used. The Form E is a modified version of
Forms A,B,C, and D, and is tailored to the applicable language
instruction at AIT. The POI will be evaluated as a predictor of
language training success which has little application to the
“by-pass’ coming into the Army with adequate language skills as
measured by the DLPT.

Criterion Measure. The criterion measure, vhe Defense Language
Proficiency Test III (DLPT III), provides listening, reading, and
gspeaking skill ievels for each participant. (Language skill
levels as described by AR 611-6 have a range of level 0 which is
no proficiency to level 5 which is functionally native
proficiency. However, the DLPT III cnly measures up to and
including skill level three, described as general professional
proficiency. Evaluations skill levels from 3+ [general
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professional proficiency, plus] through 5 [functional native
proficiency] are done with oral interviews, this applies to all
three language skills - listening, reading, and speaking.)
Alternate versions are administered at various times during the
project to assess changes in each of the three skills. The first
administration of the DLPT III is given within two weeks of
graduation from DLI training. The first administration used for
the “by-passes” is the DLPT III administration qualifyiag them
to go directly to an AIT schocl. This is usually conducted at
their Military Entrance Processing Station (MEPS). These initial
DLPT administrations are the baseline scores that subsequent
administrations are compared with to determine changes in skill
levels over the next 3-4 years of a soldier’'s military career.
(The DLPT III listening test uses a tape and answer sheet, the
reading test is paper and pencil, and the speaking test at DLI is
an oral interview while soldiers not physically located at DLI
record their responses to tapad questions and send them to DLI
for scoring.)

Additional criteria measures - academic performance data from
the language and MOS schools - will be analyzed with the
predictor variables. This will be done to see which, if any,
variables can predict performance early enough in training so
that some form of training intervention can be applied to
maximize training effectiveness and minimize attrition.
Comparisons and interventions may be particularly useful for MOS
training which trains specific job tasks by MOS.

Another measure used both as a predictor and criterion
measure is found in the lLanguage Ugfe Questionnaire - Supervisor
(see Appendix C). This instrument is used by a soldier’s
supervisor to rate the soldier’s performance on several tasks the
soldier may use in his/her job. Common soldier tasks, such as
first aid and weapons qualification, are not listed. Most of the
tasks potentially use language skills according to the MOS
schools involved in this project.

Procedure

The measurement of the nature and direction of change of
soldiers' language skills is conducted over a period of
approximately four years. Data are collected in both training and
field environments.

Soldiers are identified for addition to the study during in-
processing at DLI. If a soldier ig scheduled to receive training
in either German, Korean, Russian, or Spanish, and if s’/he
currently holds, or is scheduled to receive training in one of
the target Military Intelligence MOSs, 97B, 97E, 98C, or 98G,
s/he will be given several survey instruments requiring
approximately four hours to complete. This block of Lime is
divided into three test sessions with an approximately twenty-
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minute break between each sesgion. The testis are administered in
the morning of the first day of class, also identified as the
“time one’ test administration. Students never miss class during

the initial and subsequent test sessions so that there is less
concern about participating in the research at the cost of

missing any language instruction. Table 1 provides an overview of
the instruments administered at various points in time over the
four years of data collection.

Table 1

Scheduled Administrations of Instruments

Initial Administration at DLI
Language Background Questionnaire
(Attitude/Motivation) Form A
California Personality Inventory
MAT-50
Group Embedded Figures Test
Flanagan Industrial Test (Memory)
Flanagan Industrial Test (Expression)
Eysenck Personality Inventory
Personal Outlook Inventory
Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal

Week 12 of Training at DLI
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (Long)
(Attitude/Motivation) Form B

End-of-Course at DLI
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (Long)
(Attitude/Motivation) Form C
Defense Language Proficiency Test III (DLPT III)

Upon Arrival at AIT (only for by-passes)
Language Background Questionnaire ‘By-passes’

End-of-Course at AIT
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (Lonj)
Language Use Questionnaire
DLPT III

At 9 Month Intervals in the Field
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (Short)
Language Use Questionnaire - Field
DLPT IIl
Language Use Questionnaire - Supervisor

At the beginning of the initial test session the background,
purpose, current and future testing requirements, and test
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administration proceduresg are explained to the siudents (see
Appendix N for a sample set of administrative instructions). They
are told that only the ARI research community will have access to
their individual data, and that anyone associated with their
chain of command will only have information about groups of the
LSCP sample such as 97Bs or German linguists. Four instruments
and a privacy act statement (see Appendix N) are given to the
students during the first session. The four instruments are the
Language Background Questionnaire (Appendix D), a Gardner-Lambert
(Form A) attitude/motivation questionnaire (Appendix H) which is
designed to assess a students’ opinions about their target
language before their training begins, the California
Pgsychological Inventory, and the MAT-50.

The second session has three timed tests and one test not
timed. The first timed test is The Group Embedded Figures Test.
It has 25 embedded figures which are to be located and traced in
twenty minutes. Instructions, as with each of the timed tests,
are read aloud while the participant is asked to read along
silently in the instrument. The second test administered is the
Flanagan Industrial Test-Memory. It is a five minute timed test.
The third instrument is the Flanagan Industrial Test-Expression,
also a five minute timed test. The final instrument of the second
session is the Eysenck Personality In.entory. This test is not
timed and the participants are encouraged to answer all
questions. The instrument takes approximately ten minutes to
complete.

The third session has two tests. They are not timed. The first
is the Personal Outlook Inventory (Appendix M) which takes
approximately 3-5 minutes to complete. The second instrument
administered is the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal.
Though this instrument is not timed, participants are told that
it should take approximately forty minutes to complete, and are
encouraged to complete the instrument.

If a student, who meets the participant requirements by
language and by MOS, misses the first administration, h/she will
be adminigtered the missed portion as goon as possible within
that week.

During the twelfth week of class, after students have some
experience with their language training, they are given a second
administration of Gardner-Lambert measures of attitude and
motivation. However, the instrument (Form B, Appendix I) deals
with the language training the student is receiving rather than
attitudes about the language itself as gathered from the Form A
administered prior to the beginning of training. Also
administered at this time is long version of the student
inventory of learning strategies (Strategy Inventory for Language
Learning, see Appondix F) which is used to identify the !earning
strategies students are currently using with their target
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language.

Within the last two weeks prior to graduation from their

language training, students are re-administered the SILL for
comparison of learning strategies used at week twelve. The

attitude/motivation instrument (Form C, see Appendix J), is also
used as an assessment cf changes in attitudes between this end of
course measurement and the attitudes found on Form B,
administered during the twelfth week. Over the period of two
weeks prior to graduation participants are also administered the
Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT).

If a student academically attrits from his/her course of
instruction at DLI or from their MOS training, he/she is given
the same attitude/motivation, Form D (Form C minus the first 24
questions, see Appendix J) and student inventory of learning
strategies (SILL, long version) the student would have received
within the two weeks prior to graduation. Though there is the
possibility of encountering generally negative attitudes from
"attritees”, it is as ugeful to determine relationships between
attitudes, learning strategies, and unsuccessful performance as
it useful to determine the same relationships with successful
performance.

After students complete their basic language training course
they may be placed in an intermediate, advanced, or Le Fox
program for additional language training. (Other situations
includes placement in formal or informal language maintenance
programs, and/or placembnt on ‘casual’ status without maintenance
training, and/or direct assignment to another AIT school or field
assignment (most of the participants go directly to an AIT-MOS
producing school, with leave taken en route). If they take an
intermediate, advanced, or Le Fox course (Le Fox is the German
and Russian equivalent of the Spanish and Korean advanced
courses) the student will take a DLPT. If taey attend a formal
language maintenance training program, they may be administered
an alternate version of the DLPT at the completion of their
maintenance training. Regardless of the circumstances, all DLPT
results will be added to the LSCP database to account for the
effect of practice on subsequent outcomes. The primary reason for
accounting for the type and duration of the post-basic course
activity or activities is to degcribe their effect(s) on
language skills.

A
After assignment at DLI soldiers are either sent to AIT-MOS
4 training or directly to a field assignment. A larger percentage
attend AIT-MOS training prior to their assignment. In only a few
instances will a soldier be sSent to a non-AIT MOS producing
_ school after language training and prior to AIT MOS training.

Upon arrival at AIT a soldier’'s time is accounted for in
terms of his/her casual status prior to the start of their course
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of instruction. The time elapsed and any language training or
practice by the student is collected by the Language Use
Questionnaire (see Appendix 0). This casual status, time between
arrival at AIT and the start of class, is considered a factor
which mey accelerate language skill decay. Within the last two
week of AIT a soldier is re-administered the same student
inventory of learning strategies taken at DLI. They are also
administered a Language Use Questionnaire - AIT to essentially
identify a soldier’'s use of their foreign language skills after
the completion of foreign language training at DLI (see Appendix
0). The study population is also administered an alternate form
of the DLPT III they took at the completion of their DLI
training. AIT “attritees’ are administered the same instruments
as given the DLI ‘attritees”, the Form D and the SILL.

The data collection procedures and instruments discussed in
the preceding paragraph are also applied to “bypasses” with one
exception. °‘Bypasses® are administered a Language Background
Questionnaire which collects demographic information, especially
information on how their language skills were acquired.

After AIT, soldiers are generally assigned directly to field
units or, in some cases, they will be sent on temporary duty for
additional training en route to their field assignments. Every
reasonable attempt is made to identify the type and duration of
temporary duty en route to the field so that a determination can
be made of its potential impact on the various performance
measures used in the project.

In the field, soldiers are scheduled for administration of
LSCP instruments every nine months. Due to the variability of
mission requirements affecting a soldier's availability, the
adrinistration may be given within one month of the scheduled
time. There are four instruments used in the field. One is the
Language Use Questionnaire - Field (see Appendix B) which is the
same as the one given at AIT except that questions about the
effectiveness of DLI and AIT training have been added to the
field version. The later field versions, administered at 18, 27,
and 36 month intervals, are without questions 14-17 which are
only applicable to the initial field aszsignment after AIT
training. A second is an abbreviated or short version of the SILL
used at DLI and AIT (Appendix G), the short version eliminates
questions about classroom learning strategies. The third
instrument is an alternate version of the DLPT III. The f{ourth is
a Language Use Questionnaire - Supervisor (Appendix C) which asks
the study participant’s immediate supervisor to rate a his/her
language and MOS performance overall and his/her language
utilization by MOS task. No additional instruments are provided
to "attritees® from the field as are provided to “attritees” from
DLT and AIT (Form D and Sill) because many “attritees” will! have
left the Army or have been transferrced by the time notification
could be received and the appropriate inatruments forwarded.
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Attrition in the field is expected when a soldier’s primary MOS
changes to a MOS not in the study, or s/he leaves the Army prior
to the completion of the current term of service.
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

The initial data collection phase, start of language training
at DLI, was completed in August, 1987. Of the 1,903 participants
who started in the study, 1,515 have completed the second phase
(week 12 of training at DLI), 980 have completed training at DLI,
407 have attrited from training at DLI, 516 are still in training
at DLI. Of the 980 DLI graduates, 591 are AIT, and 389 are in the
field.

Attrition Rates

Attrition is the loss of an individual from this project. The
attritees discussed in this section are those individuals that
were academically or administratively dropped from the language
in which they began training at DLI. When they attrit at DLI or
AI'" they receive a SILL (Appendix F), and a FORM D (Appendix J)
at DLI (FORM E [Appendix K] at AIT). No additional data will be
collected on individuals who attrit in the field. Of the 407
attritees thru September 1987, 35 were congidered for re-training
in a non-gtudy language. Because of the tendency for individuals
who fail in one language to be unsuccessful in another, these 35
are included in the overall attrition figuresg. Attrition rates by
language are not affected since the 35 individuals did attrit
from their language. (0Of the 113 soldiv¢rs who have been re-cycled
in their language, 34 have attrited, 46 graduated, and 33 are
still in class.) Attrition may occur any time after an individual
has taken the time-one tests. There are two categories of
attrition. One is academic attrition and occurs when a soldier
has failed to meet the academic standards prescribed by the
language or MOS school. The other category of attrition is
administrative attrition. This category essentially covers every
non-academic reason for attrition. Reasong for administrative
attrition from the project may include logg of sgecurity
clearance, raclassification to a non-target MOS, and military
discharge.

Of the total 1,903 students tested at time-one, 21.4% have
thus far attrited for either academic (324, 17%) or
administrative (83, 4.4%X) reasons while 595 of the 1,903 students
are gtill in class. Of the 324 academic attritees, 212 (65.42)
attrited between the start of training and the 12th week while 40
of the 83 (47.1%) administrative attritees attrited between the
gtart of training and their 12th week of training. If the
attrition rates remain consistent then approximately 127 of the
remaining 595 students in class are expected to attrit before the
completion of their training for an overall attrition rate at DLI
of approximately 28%.
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Table 2 provides a breakdown of “attritees” by language and
by MOS. It displays the number of “attritees® ovar the number of
students in the group.

Table 2

Attrition Rates by Language and by MOS (Feb. 86 - Sep. 87)

MOS LANGUAGE TOTAL %
German Spanish Korean Russian

978 1/72€ 178 4713 5723 = 15.7%

97E 8745 5727 6726 14779 = 18.6%

98C 10/58 11/61 13778 337134 = 20.2%
]
1

08G 357286 467207 637278 153/554 = 22.4%
!

TOTALS 14 7% 20.8% 21.5% 25.9% = 21.4%

The attrition rates among MOS groups are not significantly
different, nor is there a significant difference between the
1 HUMINT MOSs (97B and 97E) and the SIGINT MOSs (98C and 98G).

I However, there were significant differences among languages,
; gsome of which were unexpected. The German student attition rate
was lower than the rate for Spanish (z = -2.676, p<.004), and
Korean (z = -3.084, p<.002), and Russian (z = -5.054, p<.001).
The unexpected result from this comparison is the lower attrition
rate for German as compared to Spanish because German is more
difficult to learn than Spanish and would therefore be expected
to have a higher attrition rate. The Spanish attrition rate was
gsignificantly lower than the Russian attrition rate, z = -1.771,
p<.039, but was not rignificantly different than the Korean
attrition rate. The similarity betwecen the Spanish and Korean
attrition rates is surprising because the Korean language is
congidered threc levels of learning difficulty higher than the
Spanigh language. The Russian attrition rates were significantly
higher than the Korean rates, z = -1.679, p(.047. Again, this is
unexpected because the Korean language is conasidered a more
difficult language to learn than the Russian language. A factor
which makes these findings even more surprising iz that studenis
are enrolled in a language according to their DLAB score. Each of
the target languages requires a minimum DLAB score according to
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their level of difficulty. The minimum score for Spanish ig 85,
German is 90, Russian is 95, and Korean ig 100.

Additional hypothese testing was conducted on MOS and
language groups using only academic attrition figures. There were
no differences among MOSs except between the 98C and 98G MOSs,

z = ~-1.736, p<.04Z2. The academic attrition rate for 98Cs was
significantly lower than that of the 98Gs. There were no
differences between the HUMINT MOSs (97B and 97E) and the SIGINT
MOSs (98C and 98G). The similarity among groups is the same as
found using overall attrition rates except for the difference
between 98Cs and 98Gs.

Using only academic attrition data, the German group still had
a significantly lower attrition rate than the Spanish
(z = -2.294, p<.011), Korean (z = -2.886, p(.002), and Russian
(z = - 4.333, p¢.001) groups. The attrition rates for the Spanish
group were similar to those for the Korean and Russian groups.
With overall attrition rates, the Spanish group was the same as
the Korean but lower than the Russian group. And the Korean group
was lower .han the Russian group but is the same using only
academic attrition rates. The differences between findings from
overall and academic-only attrition rates may be a result of the
differences of administrative attrition rates which were higher
for the 98G and Russian groups and comparable for the Spanish and
Korean groups.

Though the Army attempts to place the more capable soldiers in
the more difficult languagegs to enhance success thege attrition
rates suggest that there are other factors affecting attrition.
The identification of these factors 18 one of the objectives of
the project.

I Il R P PP A

The importance of the attrition data provided in the table
and discussed ig (a) to indicate the value of this gtudy in
providing information to help reduce the loss of resources that
occur from attrition, (b) to help project the sample size
required for data collection acroess all testing events, (c) to
identify the neced to isolate the less obviouz variables that
iapact upon language training success, (d) to pruvide a first
s.ep in develHping language training attrition and success
profiles, and (e) to further identify and test hypotheses from
initial findings, particularly for unexpectcd results as noted by
the differences among attrition rates.
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DISCUSSION

The value of this report is the provision of a description of
the scope, objectives, variables, and procedures involved in this
language skill change project. The major problem in a project of
this scope and duration is the constant coordination required at
the various testing sites - DLI (Monterey and San Francisco
gsites), the AIT schools (FT. Huachuca ari Goodfellow A.F.B.), and
in the field worldwide. The coordination is required because
testing rooms change, test administrators change, participants
are not always available at scheduled testing times, there is no
consistency in the availability of DLPT III and its alternate
versions in the field, and policies change which effect the test
administrations. An example of a policy change which has an
impact on the LSCP is the advent of proficiency pay which
requires annual DLPT testing. The end of AIT and nine month
testing intervals in the field uging the DLPT now add an
additional burden to TCOs and may provide a advantage to LSCP
participants because of increased testing opportunities. As a
result of these potential or real effects, the LSCP testing
requirements may be changed to only annually after the completion
of training at DLI (or a year after the DLPT is taken at the MEPS
by the °‘by-passes®. Additionally, the effect of proficiency pay
| may cause soldiers to perform better than soldiers who took the
DLPT before the recent advent of proficiency pay.

Beyond the daily coordination required to maintain the data
collection system of the study, the other ingredient currently
identified is the resubmission of testing schedules and
administrative instructions at quarterly intervals. This is
necessary because exceptional testing as required by this study
ig simply not the psrt of school or unit’s primary mission,
commanders cannot be expected to stay establish and maintain the
LSCP testing procedures which only effect &« small number of their
soldiers and which do not have an immediate or near future impact
on their unit.

' The attrition rates represent a description of a prodlem in
terms of both the high rates by language and by MOS and the
unexpected difforences between language groups. The high
attrition rates in the early stages of training seem to indicate
a need for more effective screening of soldiers prior to their
assignment to language training, or more effective training
methods. However, this report does not attempt to suggest reasons
for ecither. The attrition rates put a premium on tracking and
testing the remaining study population at AIT and in the field
where the administrative procedures are more difficult to
sontrol.
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Conclusion

Rates of participant attrition from the study are expected to
increase as students move through their training environments and
to their field assignments. Similarly, missing data may become a
greater problem because of the requirements for field units to
conduct exceptional testing (testing events not normally
conducted according to a unit’s standard operating procedures
(SOP) without additional resources as has been available at the
language and MOS schools). In addition, because of the effect of
worldwide assignments, it will be much more difficult to timely
identify and fix a problem regarding data collection procedures.
Commanders will be responsible for scheduling and administering
instruments with the cooperation of their supporting test control
officers (TCOs) without the ciose monitoring occurring at the DLI
and AIT schools.

Total attrition at DLI is expected to continue at a rate of
15-20%. No changes in DLI attrition rates are expected when the
DLI graduation requirements change to 2.0 skill level, as
measured by the DLPT, in two of the three measured skills-
listening, reading, and speaking. Currently, whether an
individual is considered a graduate and linguist is based upon
grade point average and deportment as well as their DLPT score.
The skill level graduation requirement will be phased in
beginning 1 October 1987. The skill level requirement will have
its primary affect only on a soldier’'s graduation certification.
The certification will distinguish a graduate and linguist (2.0
in listening and one other skill with none of the three skills
lower than lev~ol 1 [1.0]) from someone who has completed their
language training but did not score a 2.0 in at least two
language skills. Attrition rates are expected to be lower at the
AIT MOS producing schools based upon current and historical
attrition data from the AIT schools. In the field, atirition will
be based almost exclusively on administrative reasons, such as a
change to a MOS not in the project, because most of the formal
academic training required will have be:.:a completed.

3

The findings provided by this report are preliminary. They
cover the most detailed data available. The next report will
emphasize findings based upon time 1 and partial time 2 data.
Because enough participants will have taken the DLPT, preliminary
comparisons can be made between several predictor variables and
language training success.
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APPENDIX A
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

US ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUTE
5001 EISENHOWER AVENUE
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22333-5800

REPLY TO
ATTENTION

LETTER OF AGREEMENT (LOA)
BETWEEN
U.S. ARMY INTELLIGENCE CENTER AND SCHOOL (USAICS)
AND
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INTELLIGENCE (OACSI)
AND
DEFENSE LANGUAGE INSTITUTE IOREIGN LANGUAGE CENTER (DLIFLC)
AND
U.S. ARMY MILITARY PERSONNEL CENTER (MILPERCEN)
AND
DEFENSE MANPOWER DATA CENTER (DMDC)
AND
U.S. ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUTE (ARI)

SUBJECT: Foreign Language Skill Change Research Project

1. PURPOSE: To establish responsibilities for the conduct of a coopera-
tive research project to investigate foreign language skill changes and
job performance. The project is to be conducted jointly by ARI and DLIFLC
with assistance from USAICS, OACSI, MILPERCEN, and DMDC.

, 2. REFERENCES:

a. Research and Measurement Plan, May 1985, Prepared for Project
Advisory Group (PAG) by Dr. Kahn (ARI) and Dr. Lett (DLIFLC).

b. LOA,.1984, between DLIFLC and ARI regarding cooperative research
program.

3. PROBLEM:

a. The Army invests a great deal in the training of foreign language
skills of linguists. At preseant, however, there is very little documented
evidence pertaining to the retention of language skills following resident
language training or even to the language proficiency levels required to
perform different jobs. The need for such information is suggested by
the types of language-related concerns that are beard within the Army
community. One concern is the perceived loss of language skills, particu-
larly io soldiers who lack opportunity to use their langusge on the job
and who lack adequate language maintenance or refresher training programs.
Another concern is whether resident and nonresident language training
programs are sufficiently tailored to meet the particular language needs
associated with differeant types of jobs such that a given soldier is effi-
ciently trained to appropriate proficiency levels in the language skills
required for his or her successful job performance.
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PERI-IC
SUBJECT: Forelign Language Skill Change Research Project

b. In response to the need for information to begin addressing these
concerns, a joint ARI-DLIFLC research effort has been initiated. The ef-
fort has two objectives. The principal objective is to determine the
presence, direction, and extent of changes in language proficiency follow-
ing resident training, and to evaluate the influence of eeveral factors on
changes in proficiency. A second objective is to determine the relation-
ship between general language proficiency and performance on the job.

c. A longitudinal data base will be established to keep track of sol=-
diers’ language proficiency aud job performance as well as variables that
may influence language loss/retention (e.g., language learning background,
certain cognitive variables, field assignment and language use, refresher
training opportunities). Data collection procedures will be carried out in
accordance with the Research and Measurement Plan referenced in paragraph
2b.

d. Research results will provide the Army a sound basis for later
development and/or improvement of nonresident language training programs
that efficiently maintain, refresh, or enhance language skills. Specific-
ally, the data will facilitate the development of training programs that
enphasize those language skills that are both vulnerable to decay and
critical to performance on the job.

4. SCOPE: This LOA describes the responsibilities, command and control
channels, and procedures to be followed during the implementation of a
longitudinal research project to examine language skill changes and job
performance.

S. AGREEMENT, SUPPORT AND RESOQURCE REQUIREMENTS:
a., General:

(1) Eacb participating organization will be responsible for
funding travel rzquiremeats of their personnel, except where by mutusl
agreement special funding can be made available by one of the organiza-
tions for a specific event. Additionally, transfer of funds for purchase
of eguipment or salaries will be carried out only ss mutuslly agreeadle
aa? io accordsnce with applicadble rules and regulations. Any resources
transferred from ARl to partner organizations will be accepted on a reim-
bursable basis within thirty days of receipt.

(2) Ao advisory group will be established to review progress,
resolve problems, and provide techunical and military advice.

(3) Each participating organization will attend meetings as re-
quired and receive periodic progress reports, as well as all final reports
or products.
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PERI-1C
SUBJECT: Foreign Language Skill Change Research Project

(4) Each participating organization will provide the appropriate
experts necessary to develop and implement the research project.

(5) Implementation of the project is countiogent upon the fundiog
requirements of ARI and DLIFL" being met.

b. Participating Organizations:
(1) The U.S. Army Intelligence Center and School will:

(a) Make available to ARI and DLIFLC for the purpose of
consultation and planning: appropriate students and instructors, training
schedules, instructional materials, test materials, and field exercises.

(b) Assist ARI and DLIFLC with test coordination at all AIT
locations (e.g., ensure that other locations are informed of the project;
identify points of contact).

(c) Ensure that at each AIT site there is official coordi-
pation with the post training standards officer, who wil) be responsible
for scheduling test dates for the administration of language proficiency
and other tests, coordinating data collection with ARI snd DLIFLC, and
forwvarding test data to the appropriate organizatioon (e.g., ARI or DLIFLC)
for scoring.

(d) Easure the availability of appropriate students, test
administrators, testing rooms, and equipmeat for the testing that is to
occur at all AIT locations.

(e) Provide AKI and DLIFLC with measures of students' MOS
performance at middle aud end of AIT (or at time of attritiom).

(f) Provide subject matter expert(s) tc consult with ARI
and/or DLIFLC on the development or utilization of measures of intervening
variables aand job performance.

(g) Secure specific addresses of training standards offi-
cers in the fleld and provide tbis information as requested to ARI and
DLIFLC,

(h) Chair the advisory group, provide a senior representa-
tive at all advisory group meetings, and ensure that each participating
organization receives advisory group meeting minutes and periodic written
progress reports.

(i) Make available personnel and documentation on related
USAICS efforts, such as the MI Foreign lLanguage Survey and Analysis.

A-3

o e G Pt ity gt WU % 70 10 1R AT RT3 T R P A I Ve SR TN Y PO PCE T P s A T B A C T AL P gt




PERI-IC
SUBJECT: Foreign Language Skill Change Research Project

(2) The Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence
will:

(a) Provide consultation to ARI and DLIFLC on such matters
as Army policy and Army agency responsibilities pertaining to language-re-
lated issues, programs, and initiatives.

(b) Act as a liaison for other Aruy and external agencies
(e.g., NSA, MACOMS).

(c) Eosure cooperation on the part of all relevant Aramy or-
ganizations for all data collection to be conducted in the field.

(d) Provide a senior representative at all advisory group
meetings.

(e) Provide information as to sources of Army funds for the
project and when appropriate and feasible, initiate funding support.

(3) The Defense Language Institute Foreign language Center will:

(a) Provide required testing materials for: reading, lis-
tening, and speaking tests in languages agreed upon by tbe advisory group
(e.g., DLPT III in Russisan, German, Korean, and Spanish).

(b) Accept responsibility for sending language test materi-
als to training standards officers at the AIT or unit locations at appro-
priate times, using lists of nsmes and addresses provided by MILPERCEN.

(c) Accept responsibility for scoring all language test
data and for forwarding test scores to DMDC in an acceptable format (e.g.,
on sagnetic tape) for inclusion in central data base.

(d) Assist AR] in developing a draft plan that provides
coding and data element descriptions for use by DMDC in developing the
central data bdase.

(e) Schedule study participants for all testing planned
during DLIFLC resident training and coordinate test scheduling with ARI.

(f) Provide the attitude/motivation questionnaire.

(8) Accept primary responsibility with assistance from ARl
for developing test instruments to measure intervening variables and job
performance.
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PERI-IC
SUBJECT: Foreign Language Skill Change Research Project

(h) Assist ARI in the statistical analysis of all data, the
interpretation of the results of datas analyses, and the producing of wrii-
ten reports.

(1) Provide a representative at all advisory group meet-
ings.

(4) The U.S. Army Military Personnel Center will:

(a) Provide to ARI and DLIFLC as requested the following
information on a regular (e.g., monthly or bimonthly) bacsis: specific lo-
cation (e.g., the AIT or the unit location) of each study participant due
for testing and the name and address of the official training standards
officer in the field to whom project materials will be sent.

(b) Provide a representative at all advisory group meet-
ings.

(5) The Defense Manpower Data Center will:

(a) Establish, update, and maintsin the central datas base
at their computer facility in Monterey. Establishment of the data base
will involve merging data files and will not involve record by record data
manipulation.

(b) 1Transfer to the central dats base appropriate DLIFLC
student record dats that are already kept by DMDC (e.g., biographical
data, ASVAB scores).

(¢) Provide expert consultation to ARI and DLIFLC on the
preparation and formatting of magnetic data tapes to be submitted to DMDC
for inclusion in the central data base.

(d) Provide a duplicate copy of the most up-to-date version
of the central data base to ARI-HQ, ARI-POM, DLIFLC, and USAICS at sutu-
ally agreed upon time intervals. Appropriate docusentation (e.g., coding
and data element descriptions) will be furuished along with each data
tape.

(e) Provide DLIFLC with a monthly/quarterly printout of the
pames, SSN's, and unit locations of the individuals to be tested in the
following month/quarter, if requested by DLIFLC.

(6) The U.S. Army Research Institute will:

(a) Develop a learning strategies questionnaire for adeini-
stration to students during DLIFLC resident traioing.
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PERI-IC
SUBJECT: Foreign Language Skill Change Research Project

(b) Purchase or obtain test imstruments to measure cogni-
tive variables. Test instruments may include but not be limited to:
critical thioking test; test of expression; test of memory; group embedded
figures test; tolerance of ambiguity test; test of empathy; test of
introversion/extroversion.

(c) Assist DLIFLC in developing or obtaining instruments to
measure intervening variables and job performance.

(d) Ensure that all measurement iustruments other than lan-
guage proficiency tests are reviewed and approved for administration to

soldiers through appropriate channels in accordance with Army policy and
regulations.

(e) Conduct test administration at DLIFLC for measuring
cognitive variables such as: field dependence/independence; tolerance of

ambiguity; empathy; introversion/extroversion; learning strategies use;
attitudes/motivation.

(£) Accept responsibility for sending all test materials
other than language proficlemcy tests to training standards officers at
the AIT o unit locations at appropriate times, using lists of names and
addresses provided by MILPERCEN.

(g) Accept responsibility with assistance from DLIFLC for
scoring all test data other than language proficiency tests.

(h) Accept responsibility with assistance from DLIFLC for
providing test score data other than language proficiency data to DMDC in

an acceptable format (e.g., magnetic tape) for updating of central data
base.

(1) Develop a draft Statistical Analysis Plan for the
apalysis of all data to be collected.

(3) Accept responsidility with assistance from DLIFLC for
the statistical acalysi: of all data, the interpretation of the results of
data apalyses, and the production of written reports.

(k) Provide a representative at all advisory group meet-
ings.

(1) Provide technical advisory services to USAICS as re-

quested for related projects (e.g., MI foreign language survey and
avalysis).
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PERI-IC
SUBJECT: Foreign Language Skill Change Research Project

6. MILESTONES: Milestones arc shown in the chart below. All Progress
Reports will summarize work accomplished to date and will provide an
overviev of data analv .es and findings for the reporting period. Progress
Reports will be distributed to all members of the project advisory group.

MILESTONE COMPLETION DATE *
Progress Report 1 ’ A + 14 months
Progress Report 2 A + 28 months
Progress Report 3 A + 40 months
Progress Report 4 A + 52 months
Final Progress Report A + 62 mponths

* Note: A = Project start-up date,
7. EFFECTIVE DATe: The date the last signatory signs the agreement.

8. TERMINATION DATE: This agreement will be revieved annually to deter-
mine vhether any action is required to modify the terms snd/or the scope
of services being provided. Revisions may be made at any time as an ac-
tion agreeable to all partoers. Aoy party may terminate this agreement at
any tise. In the event of termioation, a period of six (6) months will be
provided for orderly completion or tranmsfer of work.
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Commander, U.S. Army Intelligence
Center and School
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Deputy Director
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APPENDIX B

LANGUAGE USE QUESTIONNAIRE - FIELD

To the participant:

The attached questionnaires are part of the Language Skill Change
Project. The purpose of these questionnaires is to find out about the use of
your language skills at your current duty assignment. You became a
participant in this study either when you attended language training at the
Defense Language Institute, or when you began your MOS training. Information
gained from this study will be used to improve the quality of both resident
and non-resident language training programs for military linguists. Accurate
information can be obtained only through your full cooperation.

Please be sure to write your name and date on the instrument. Consider
each item listed in the quéstionnaires and give your best response. Responses
will be kept in the strictest of confidence for use and review by the Army
research community. Your chain of command will not be able to associate your
identity with your responses to the questionnaire.

Upon completion, place your questionnaires into the envelope provided and
seal the envelope. Do NOT put any classified information into the envelope.
If you fill out your questionnaires in a secure (classified) facility, be sure

all materials are screened for classified information before the materials
leave the facility. Again, thank you for your cooperation,

BR-1
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Language Use Questionnaire Linguist - Field

NAME DATE SSN
1, Are you married to a linguist? .
NO YES
I1f yes, what is the foreign Language of your spouse? z

Is your spouse in the military?

NO YES

2. What are your current primary and duty MOSs? Include codes for ASI, language,
and SQL, if appropriate.

Primary ("98G") Duty ("98C")  ASI ("K9") Language ("RU") SQI ("L")

3. Do you currently work in an authorized position within your primary MOS?

Yes
No (If no, go to number 12)

4, Do you regularly perform duties related to that authorized position?

Yes
No

5. Which best describes your current position? (check one)

Tactical (Division or below)
Strategic (Corps or above)

6. Where are you currently stationed? (check one)

Conus (Continental U.S., Alaska, but not Hawaii)
Ocomus (Outside Concinental U.S., including Hawaii)

7. What foreign language(s) is (are) required by your current duty position? (if
none, so state; if more than one, list the most important first)

8. How well did your DLI training prepare you with general foreign langauge
skills? (circle one)

A, Very Well

B. Rather Well

c. Satisfactorily

D, Rather Poorly

E. Very Pocrly

F. TCid not attend DLI

B-2
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9, How well did your AIT school prepare you with job-specific foreign language
knowledge, skills and abilities? (circle one)

A. Very Well

B. Rather Well

c. Satisfactorily
D. Rather Poorly
E. Very Poorly

10, How well did the combined DLI-AIT training program prepare you for your
current field assignment? (circle one)

A. Very Well

B. Rather Well

C. Satisfactorily
D. Rather Poorly
E. Very Poorly

11. How much has your on~the-job training improved your performance of your
language-related MOS duties? (circle one)

A. Very Much

B. Much

c. Somewhat
D. A lictle
E. None

12. Are you using your most recent DLI foreign language in your current duty
position?

Yes
No
Did not take foreign language training at DLI

13. Have you, or are you currently receiving training in any other foreign
language required in your duty position?

A. Yes

Language Trained When Where

B. No

14. Date you completed AIT

day month year

®
!
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15. Date you reported for duty in your current position

day month year



16. FOR THE PERIOD BETWEEN COMPLETING AIT AND OFFICIALLY BEGINNING THE DUTIES OF
YOUR CURRENT POSITION please indicate the approximate number of hours you
typically spent on the following activities using your foreign language. If you
did not spend any time on the activity, write a O in the space provided.

Do not leave it blank.

A. Independent self-study. hours per week

B. Informal practice or study with other non-
native speakers (such as others in your unit). hours per week

C. Reading foreign language magazines, newspapers,
or books. hours per week

D. Viewing foreign language films, T.V. or other
video materials., hours per week

E. Listening to foreign language radio, music, etc. hours per week

F. Informal interaction with native speaking
frieads or family members. hours per week

G. Informal interactions with other native

speakers (such as in stores, restaurants, etc.). hours per week

17. Of the total time listed in number 16 above, approximately how many hours
involved use of the following skills?

A. speaking hours per week

B. listening hours per week
C. reading hours per week
D. writing ' hours per week

18, Does your unit have a unit language maintenance program?

A. No (go on to item 19)
B. Yes, if yes complete the following items:

bl. How many hours per week, on the average, do you participate in
language maintenance training? hours per week

b2. What material do you use? (Check as many as appropriate)

FORSCOM Language Maintenance Refresher and Improvement
Course (FLAMRIC)

Professional Development Program Extension Course (PDP)
Other Textbooks

Periodicals
Other

specify

B-4
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b3. How well does your unit language program enable you to maintain
and/or improve your general foreign language skills?
(circle one)

A. Very Well

B. Rather Well

c. Satisfactorily
D. Rather Poorly
E. Very Poorly

b4, How well does your unit language program enable you to maintain
and/or improve your job specific foreign language skills? (circle
one)

A. Very Well

B. Rather Well

C. Satisfactorily
D. Rather Poorly
E. Very Poorly

19. The following items deal with your use of your foreign language during off-
duty hours. Please indicate Lhe approximate mumber of hours per week you
typ%eally spend on each of the following activities. If you do not spend any time
on these activities write O in the space provided. Do not leave blank.

A.. Independent self-study. hours per week

B. Informal practice or study with other non-.

native speakers (such as others in your unit). hours per week
l C. Reading foreign language magazines, newspapers,
' or books. hours per week

D. Viewing foreign language films, T.V.,or other
video materials. hours per week

E. Listening to foreign language radio, music, etc. hours per week

T

F. Informal interaction with native speaking
friends or family members. hours per week

G. Informal interactions with other native
speakers (such as in stores, restaurants, etc.). hours per week

T

20. Of the total time listed in 19 above, approximately how many hours involved
use of the following skills?

A. speaking hours per week
E B. listening 4 hours per week
h ——
C. reading hours per week
£ D. writing hours per week
B-5
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21. Do you currently use the "Trojan" training system? .
NO YES

1f so, indicate the average number of hours per week 5

22. Do you currently use or train in the target language in any way that has not
been covered by the precesding questions, such as school/college language classes?

No

Yes (explain)
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PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS CAREFULLY BEFORE PROCEEDING.

On the next page(s) you will find-a list of task numbers related to your
MOS. Using the attached sheet of task descriptions, indicate the number of
hours, by language skill, in a typical week you spend performing or training
on that task in the foreign language. If you do not perform or train on the
task, or if you do it or train on it in English, write in a dash (-). 1If you
do not perform of train on any of the listed tasks but you do perform tasks
requiring your foreign language, add the activity (task number and
unclassified task description, if any) to the list, indicate the major
skill(s) involved using L for listening, R for reading, S for speaking, W for
writing, and the number of hours in a typical week you perform the skill.

Example:

Other rotate antennas L2R2S 2W2 hours §er week

B-7
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Task Number

071-329-1001
071-329-1002
071-329-1004
071-329-1008
071-329-1011
071-329-1019
071-329-1041
301-340~1006
301-340-60638

301-340~1093

301-340~1019
301-340~1094

301-340-6002

301-340-6003
301~340~-6004
301-340-6023
301-340-6006
301-340-6020
301-340~6021
301-340-6022
301-340-6025
301-340-6028

301-340-6010

Task Title

Identify Terrain Features
Determine Grid Coordinates
Determine Elevation

Measure Distance

Orient a Map Using a Compass

Use a Map Overlay

Navigate on Land

Conduct Cl Penetration Inspection
Conduct Liaison

Maintain CI Files, Indices, and
Data Bases

Search CI Subject

Conduct Records Checks

‘Conduct Subject Interview

(on a foreign national)
Conduct Walk-In Interview
Conduct Witness Interview
Conduct Personnel Security Interview
Conduct CI Suspect Interrogation
Investigate Sabotage
Investigate Espionage

Investigate Treason

. Investigate Subversion

Conduct SAFDA Investigations

Detect CI Targets

B-8
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301-340-6011
301-340-6012
301-340-6014
301-340-6016
301-340-6034
301-340-6040
301-340~6133

301-340-6134

301-340-6135
301-340~-6136

301-340-6138

301-340-6005
301-340-6042

301-340-6058

Other

Other

Other

Neutralize CI Targets

Exploit CI Targetsl

Conduct CI Screening and Interrogations
Elicit CI Information

Conduct Surveillance Operations

Conducﬁ CI Special Operations

Conduct Defensive Source Operation

Conduct Tactical Agent Operations
(Skill Level 3/4/5 only)

Conduct Overt Collection Operations
Use and Control of ICF

Prepare DD From 1396 (IIR) and
1396-1 (bio Data)

Obtain Sworn Statement
Use Interpreter

Perform Operational/Case Control
and Review

97B
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APPENDIX C

Supervisor - Field
Language Use Questionnaire

1. Supervisor Name ; Date

2. Supervisor Rank/Grade

3. What are your current primary and duty MOS? (Include codes for ASI, languagze,
and SQI, if appropriate.)

Duty Primary ASI Language SQI

4, How long have you b22n ia your current position? years moa ths

5. Do you have foreign language proficiency? yes no

If yes, in what languaze(s) at what level of proficiency?

Language Proficiency (last OLPT rating)

o o

Listaning Reading Speiking

THE REMAINDER OF THIS QUESTIONNAIRE CINCERNS INFIRMATION A3DYI YU S13000IvNarls,

0. Name 7. 3SN 8. Ducy “0S
Prinary MJS

9. How long have you supervised this parson? ye1rs menths

10. In 3 typlcal week, aporoxinac2ly how miny hours Jdoes thls person us2 his/hes
foreign languige on the job in each of the following? (Ilf none, write in 0., 32 not
laava blink).

A, speaking hours per week

B. listening hours per week
C. reading hours per weak

D. woiting hours par week
c-1
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11, 1In a typical week, approximately how many hours does this person participate
in official training which involves use of his or her foreign language in each of
the following?

A. speaking hours per week

B. listening hours per week

c. reading hours per week

-

C. writing hours per week

12. When your unit participates in major FTX (e.g. ARTEPs, REFORGER, etc) does
this persov perform MOS duty position tasks in the foreign language?

A. N/A (go on to item 13)
B. No (go on to item 13)
C. Yes

Cl. In how many such exercises has he/she been involved?

C2. With reference to the most recent exercise, how would you rate his/her
performance of MOS duties in the foreign language? (circle one)

A. Superior

B. Very Good

C. Satisfactory
D. Marginal

E. Unsatisfactory
F. Unable to rate

13. How would you rate this person”s overall performance in his/her current dutv

position? (circle one)

A. Superior

B. Very Good

C. Satisfactory
D. Marginal

E. Unsatisfactory
F. Unable to rate

14, How would you rate this person”s overall performince on tasks requiring use of
the foreign language? (circle one)

A. Supzrior

B. Very Good

C. Satisfactory
D. Marginal

E. Unsatisfactory
F. Unable to rate

C-2
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15. How well did the combined DLI-AIT training program prepare this person for
his/her field assignment? (circle one)

A, Very Well

8. Rather Veil

c. Satisfactorily
D. Rather Poorly
E. Very Poorly

16. How much has oa—-the-job training improved this person's performance of his/her
language ralated MJOS dutles? (circle one)

A. Very Much
B. Much
c. Some
D. A Little
E. None

17. Does your unit have a language mainta2nance program?

No (stop)
Yes (complate {tems 18,19)

18. How well does your unit languaze m3alntenance program enable this person to
malntain and/or {mprove his/her general foreizn language skills? (clrcle ona2)

A, Very Well

8. Rather Well

c. Satisfactorily
D. Rather Poorly
E. Very Poorly

19. How well does your unlt langu2ge malntz2nance prsgran enahla this »erson to
malntain and/or {mprove his/her job-specific foreign language skills? (clccle one2)

A. Very Well

B. Rather Well

C. Satisfactorily
D. Rather Poorly
E. Very Poorly

g e s el e T ——
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PLEASE READ THE NEXT INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY BEFORE CONTINUING THE QUESTIONNAIRE.

On the following page(s) are a list of task numbers related to your
subordinate”s MOS. Using the attached sheest of task descriptions:

l. Rate this person”s ability to perform each task according to the scale at
the top of the page. In your rsting, consider this person in comparison to all
persons you have supervised on these tasks. If you do not feel you can rate this
person on a task indicate with a dash (-) on the rating. Please be completely
honest in your judgement. Your ratings will not become part of this person”s
record and will in no way affect his/her Army career, but are solely for research
purposes. This information will be seen only by persons designated to collect and
analyze this informaticn as part of the research effort. Information identifying
an individual is used only to match this information with other previously
collected data.

2. At the end of the list add any additional tasks with which this person
uses a_foreign language. DO NOT LIST CLASSIFLED TASKS. Only list the task number
if the task is unclassified, list the task number and a brief description. If
there is no task number, provide a brief description of the task.

Example: Rating

Other translator for the unit commander

Use the following scale to rate participant/subordinate on the ftopics below and on
the attached task lists:

l. Among the poorest ever in position - should not be in MOS. Is/would be
detrimental to mission to entrust job to this person.

2. Below average - definite major weak spots. Needs/will need a lot of
supervision and help on the job.

3. Average - can do job well, may be some weak spots. If works hard will be
okay.

4. Above average, clearly very competent. Does/will do a very good job.

5. Among the very best to ever complete training/occupy this position. Top
1%; in class by her/himself; a model for the job.

Use a dash (-) if you feel you cannot assess the person on the item indicated.
How would you rate this persons overasll job performiance?

If you rated | or 2, is the problem language related?
Yes No

How would you rare this person’s overall language ability?
Rate this person on each of the specific language skills which follow:

Listening Speaking Reading Writing
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Unsatisfactory Marginal Satisfactory Very Superior
Good
1 2 3 4 5
Rating Task Number Rating Task Number
- 121-"24-1518 —_— 301-337-3305
. 301-348-3001 - 301-337-3308
- 301-348-6001 = 301-337-3309
| — 301-337-1321 - 301-337-3310
- 301-337-1322 - 301-337-3311
- 301-337-1323 —_— 301-337-4307
- 301-337-1324 - 301-337-4308
e 301-337-1325 I 301-337-430Y
—1 301-337-1350
- 201-337-1351
- 301-337~1400
- 301-337-1401
T 301-337-1402
— 301-337-1403
- 301-337-1500
— 301-337-1501
- 301-337-2306
= 301-337~2307
e 301-337-2309
—— 301~-337-2310
- 301-337-3304
— Other
— Other
e Other
c-5

- - -

* ook



APPENDIX D

LANGUAGE BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Write your responses directly on the questioonaire booklet.

2. Complete the questionnaire in accordance with (IAW) its internal
directions.

3. When finished,lay your completed questionnasire aside and proceed to
FORM A.

PLEASE TURN THE PAGE AND BEGIN.

E
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How did you find out adbout ODLI?

A.

c.

e

[~7 ]

Presertation at a school from a OLI represertative
A local recruiter

Friends

Loool news nedia

Qther




Language Background Questionnaire

1. Name 2. Date 3. SSw

4. Place of Birth (Country) 5. Native Language

6. DLI Target Language

7. VWhat 1is the highest level of formal education you have attained?
High School
Some college, but no degree

Two year college certificate

College degree (BA BS Engineering Business __ Other )

Craduate degree (MA MS PhD EdD Other )

8. If you have a college degree, vhat was your major?

9. Are you being reclassified from a prior MOS into an MI MOS?
( ) xo

( ) YES What vas/were your prior MOS(s)

10. Are you deing retrained into a new language vithin the same M1 MOS?

( ) o

( ) YES Vhat wvas/were your prior language(s)

11. Are you primarily:

Left handed Right handed Aabdbidextrous (both)_

12. Have you ever studied or othervise been exposed to a foreign language,
fncluding the DLI target language? (check onme)

( ) Yes 1IF YES: Go to next page.

( ) No IF NO: STOP. YOUR QUESTICNNAIRE IS COMPLETED.

D-3
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Indicate the language or languages that you have been
exposed to. If you have been exposed to 2 or more
languages, rank them according to degree of exposure.

Even though it may be appropriate for you to list several
foreign languages, please limit your list to the 3 languages
with which you have had the most experience:

Foreign Language 1: (most exposure)
Foreign Language 2: (next most exposure)
Foreign Language 3: (least exposure)

FOR EACH language that you have listed above, we would like
information on your specific experiences. On the pages that follow
there are 3 identical blocks of questions, one for each of the 1, 2,
or 3 languages that you have listed above. Please fill out 1 block
per language, beginning with the language to which you have had the
most exposure.

D-4
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BLOCK 1

LANGUAGE 1 (most exposure):

A. Was the language used while you were growing up?

None Some All of the time

B. Have you had any formal classrooam study of the language? (check one)
() YES IF YES: Go to C.
( )N IF NO: Skip to F.

C. Please indicate the amount of formal classroom training you have had in
each of the following categories:

Elementary and Secondary School (circle EACH school year in which you
studied the language)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 16 1 12

College and/or University (circle EACH year in which you studied the
language)

Fresh. Soph. Jr. Sr. Grad-1 Grad-2 Grad-3 Grad-4
Other (write in):

Type of School Amount of Training

D. Please indicate in which quartile of your language classes you usually
found yourself in relation to the other students in the class.

Top 25%
Second 25%
Third 25%

Bottom 25%

D-5
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E. Compared to others in your class, how would you rate the degree of
difficulty you had in learning the following skills?

No Difficulty Great Difficulty
1 2 3 4 5
Speaking 1 2 3 4 5 _
Listening 1 2__ 3 4 5 __
Reading 1 _ 2 3 4 5
Writing 1 2 3 4 5 __

F. Have you ever lived or traveled in a country where the language is spoken?
{(check one)

( ) YES IF YES: Go to G
( ) N IF NO: Skip to 1

G. How long were you in the country?

H. Under what circumstances were you in the country?
(Examples: foreign exchange student, tour of duty, vacation)

I. Are you married? (check one)
() YES If YES: GotoJ
( ) N If NO: Skip to K
J. Does your spouse have any competence in the language?

None A Little A Fair Amount A Lot Native Fluency

K. We are interested in the ways in which you may have been exposed to the
language other than through the types of experiences noted in A through J
above. Please indicate other ways in which you have been exposed to the
language by checking any items below that apply to your experiences with
the language.

Self-motivated study

Immersion programs

Interaction with friends/neighbors/roommates who are competent
in the language

Other (please write in)
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L. How much proficiency do you currently have in the languatje?

None Little A Fair Amount A Lot Native Fluency

M. Rate your current proficiency in the following skills:

No Proficiency Highly Proficient
1 2 3 4 5
Speaking 1 2__ 3___ 4__ 5__
Listening i 2 3 _ % 5
Reading 1 2__  3___ 4__ 5_
writing 1 2 3 4 5 __

N. What is the most proficiency you have ever had in the language?

None A Little A Fair Amount A Lot Native Fluency

0. Rate the highest attained proficiency you have ever had in the following

skills:
No Proficiency Highly Proficient
1 2 3 4 5
Speaking 1! 2___ 3__ 4 __ 5___
Listening 1\ 2___ 3___  4___ S5___
Reading e e [P -
Writing L —— 3 & _ B

P. How long has it been since you were last exposed to the lanquage?

1f you listed more than one foreign language on page 2, please go on to the
next sectjon(s).

If you listed only one foreign language on page 2, your questionnaire is now
campleted. Thank you very much for your cooperation, |

D-7
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BLOCK 2

LANGUAGE 2 (next most exposure):

A. Was the language used while you were grcwing up?

' None " Same All of the time

B. Have you had any formal classroom study of the language? (check one)
( ) YES IF YES: Go to C.
( ) NO  IF NO: Skip to F.

C. Please indicate the amount of formal classroom training you have had in
each of the following categories:

Elementary and Secondary School (circle EACH school year in which you
studied the language)

1 2 3 4 ) 6 7 g .9 16 11 12

College and/or University (circle EACH year in which you studied the
language)

Fresh. Soph. Jr. Sr. Grad-1 Grad-2 Grad-3 Grad-4

Other (write in):

Type of School . Amount of Training

D. Please indicate in which quartile of your language classes you usually
found yourself in relation to the other students in the class.

Top 25%
Second 25%
Third 25%

Bottom 25%
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E. Campared to others in your class, how would yo: rate the degree of
difficulty you had in learning the following skills?

No Difficulty Great Difficulty
1 2 3 4 S
Speaking T . 2__ 3_ 4 5
Listening 1 2____ 3__ 4 5
Reading 1_ . 2_  3__ 4 S
Writing 1 2 __ 3 __ 4 5

F. Have you ever lived or traveled in a country where the language is spoken?
(check one)

( ) YES IF YES: Go to G
( ) NO IF NO: Skip to I

G. How long were you in the country?

H. Under what circumstances were you in the country?
(Examples: foreign exchange student, tour of duty, vacation)

1. Are you married? (check one)
( ) YES 1f YES: Go to J
( ) NO If NO: Skip to K
J. Does your spouse have any competence in the language?

None A Little A Fair Amount A Lot Native Fluency

K. We are interested in the ways in which you may have been exposed to the
language other than through the types of experiences noted in A through J
above. Please indicate other ways in which you have been exposed to the
language by checking any items below that apply to your experiences with
the language.

Self-motivated study
Immersion programs

Interaction with friends/neighbors/roammates who are competent
in the language

Other (please write in)
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L. How much proficiency do you currently iave in the language?

None A Little A Fair Amount A Lot Native Fluency

M. Rate your current proficiency in the following skills:

"No Proficiency Highly Proficient
1 2 3 4 S
Speaking 1 2 3___ & ___ b5
Listening 1 2 3_ & @ 5
Reading 1 2 3 4____  5____
Writing 1 2 3 4 __ 5 __

N. What is the most proficiency you have ever had in the language?

None A Little A Fair Amount A Lot Native Fluency

—— et

0. Rate the highest attained proficiency you have ever had in the following

skills:
No Proficiency Highly Proficient
1 2 3 4 5
Speaking 1 2 3 __ 4« 5
Listening 1 2 3I___ 4 ___  5___
Reading 1 2 3 4 ___  5____
Writing 1 2 3__ 4 ___ S ___

P. How long has it been since you were last exposed to the language?
If you listed three foreign languages on page 2, please go on to the next
section.

If you listed only two foreign languages on page 2, your questionnaire is now
campleted. Thank you very much for your cooperation,.
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BLOCK 3

LANGUAGE 3 (least exposure):

A. Was the language used while you were growing up?

None Some All of the time

B. Have you had any formal classroom study of the language? (check one)
( ) YES IF YES: Go to C.
( ) NO IF NO: Skip to F.

C. Please indicate the amount of formal classroom training you have had in
each of the following categories:

Elementary and Secondary School (circle EACH school year in which you
studied the language)

)| 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 16 11 12

College and/or University (circle EACH year in which you studied the
language)

Fresh. Soph. Jr. Sr. Grad-1 Grad-2 Grad-3 Grad-4
Other (write in):

Type of School Amount. of Training

D. Please indicate in which quartile of your language classes you usually
found yourself in relation to the other students in the class.

Top 25V
Second 25V
Third 25%

Bottom 25%
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F.

G.

H.

I.

Je

Compared to others in your class, how would you rate the degree of
difficulty you had in learning the following skills?

No Difficulty Great Difficulty
1 2 3 4 5
Speaking 1 2__ 3 __ 4 5
Listening 1 2___ 3 __  4__ 5__
Reading 1 2___ 3 __ 4___ s___
Writing 1. 2_  3_ #%__ 5 _

Have you ever lived or traveled in a country where the language is spoken?
(check one)

( ) YES IF YES: Goto G
( ) N IF NO: Skip to 1

How long were you in the country?

Under what circumstances were you in the country?
(Examples: foreign exchange student, tcur of duty, vacation)

Are you married? (check one)
( ' YES 1f YES: Go to J
() N If NO: Skip to K
Does your spouce have any competence in the language?
None A Little A Fair Amount A Lot___ Native Fluency

We are interested in the ways in which you may have been exposed to the
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